In The 
Supreme Court of Mayflower 


No. 01-15 
DivineCrime & Mayflower Republican Party, 
Petitioner, 
v. 
Mayflower Elections Commission, 


Respondent. 


On Petition for a Writ of Mandamus 


Before TURNTABLE, Chief Justice, TOTORO, DAVID, STICKZA, 
CABOT, XIQAQ, and KHALED, Associate Justices. 


PER CURIAM. 


The Mayflower Constitution grants this Court “the ability to is- 
sue all Warrants and Writs.” Mayfl. Const., art. X, §5. However, this 
Court functions as a court of review, not of first view. See Johnson v. 
Arteaga-Martinez, 596 U.S. 573, 583 (2022) (quoting Cutter v. Wil- 
kinson, 544 U.S. 709, 718 n. 7 (2005)). We cannot usurp the role of 
the District Court by assuming jurisdiction over matters not 
properly within our purview to crown ourselves king of both law and 
fact in any dispute that we fancy. No. The power to issue warrants or 
writs does not enlarge this Court’s jurisdiction; any warrant or writ 
that we issue must be in aid of our existing appellate jurisdiction. Our 
authority to issue writs extends to cases where an appeal is not yet 
pending but could be perfected in the future. See F T'C. v. Dean Foods 
Co., 384 U.S. 597, 603 (1966). 


Because the writ of mandamus presented to this Court does not 
concern this Court’s appellate jurisdiction, Petitioners must seek 
relief in the proper forum — the District Court. This Court is not 
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at liberty to entertain their petition. Therefore, the petition for a 
writ of mandamus is denied. 


It is so ordered. 


JUSTICE ETHOS took no part in the consideration or decision of 
this petition. 


